Good Afternoon,

The Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) would like to provide the following comments to the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee regarding Option 3A.  

The MRO members that were involved in reviewing this document included: Terry Bilke- MISO, Robert Coish-MHEB, Dennis Florom-LES, Ken Goldsmith-ALT, Todd Gosnell-OPPD, Wayne Guttormson-SPC, Jim Maenner-WPS, Darrick Moe-WAPA, Tom Mielnik-MEC, Joe Knight-MRO, and 31 additional MRO members not named here.
The comments follow:
The NSRS committee reviewed the “White Paper on the Future of Congestion Management” prepared by the IDC Granularity Task Force.  The White Paper lists three options for improving granularity of the IDC with a recommendation by the IDC Granularity Task Force.  A variation on the Task Force recommendation called “Option 3A” as proposed by the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee was also reviewed.

Supporting Comments:

The NSRS agrees with the concept of improving the IDC and providing greater granularity for improved results during Transmission Loading Relief events.  The NSRS agrees that at a minimum transmission relief calculations must be reflective of the calculation methodology employed by the Transmission Provider at the time the transmission service request was analyzed.  Additionally, modifications to the IDC and TLR process must strive for better equitability when employed.

Option 1:

Option 1 of the White Paper suggests additional zones to be modeled within existing Balancing Authority Areas.  The zones must contain either one or more generators or a meterable load pocket.  The zones would better represent transmission service as requested for specific transaction.  The problem with Option 1 is its reliance on transmission curtailment to remedy transmission constraints.  Curtailments take time to implement and may not adequately provide the relief required.  Often many mega-watts of energy transactions are curtailed that have small impact on the constraint when more optimal redispatch solutions are available.   

Option 2:

Option 2 requires the modeling granularity of Option 1 and continues to rely on Etags.  Transmission constraint impact responsibility is calculated for and assigned to Balancing Areas.  The BA’s net scheduled interchange is determined by the IDC and compared with its actual interchange.  The difference is treated as low priority transmission service subject to curtailment.  This option requires modification to the IDC similar to Option 1 but also requires tremendous amounts of realtime data.  The IDC Granularity TF admits that Option 2 probably is not viable.

Option 3:

Like Option 2, Option 3 assigns relief responsibility to BA’s but instead of transaction curtailment, the Reliability Coordinator calculates the most effective relief measures (usually generator redispatch) and directs that implementation.  BA’s assigned responsibility for impact on the constraint however the host BA with the constraint is assigned a percentage allocation.  Redispatch costs are assigned based on the calculations.  

Option 3 also requires the BA’s to develop and administer a settlement process for redispatch costs. There is no basis for BA’s being able to assess and recover redispatch costs.  Under the tariff the Transmission Provider is responsible for determining least cost redispatch.  The BA’s do not have any control or input into the TP’s evaluation and approval of transmission service, availability of generating resources contributing to the constraint or the ability to reliably provide least cost redispatch.  
NERC/NAESB Option 3A:

1. Relief responsibility calculations that use net transactions evaluated against weighted external systems are replaced with a process that evaluates contributions by individual tags.  Counter Flow tags are also incorporated up to the level of TLR in effect.  In this Option 3A, the tag related Transactional Relief Responsibility will be referred to as TRR.

2. TRR costs are assigned to Transmission Providers (TPs) instead of by Balancing Authority.

3. The host/local/system wide split of redispatch costs does not apply to Option 3A, and the Option 3A redispatch cost are not a function of IROL/SOL declarations.

4. Other associated features of Option 3 in Option 3A will be similar.

